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In support of the Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review 
submitted herewith, the Applicant requests review for the 
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establish that the cited references, U.S. Patent number 
6,005,945 issued to Whitehouse ( " Whitehouse " ) in view of U.S. 
Patent Application publication number 2 005/0114712 by Devine et 
al ( " Devine " ) teach or suggest each of the elements of the 
claims . 
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II. The Examiner has committed a clear error in failing to 
establish a motivation to combine Whitehouse and Devine . 

ARGUMENTS 

I. Failure to Teach or Suggest each of the Elements of the 
Claims 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-79 as obvious over 
Whitehouse in view Devine under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Patent 
Office must show that the cited references teach or suggest each 
of the elements of a claim. With regard to independent claim 1, 
this claim includes the elements of "a stateless cryptographic 
module for authenticating the one or more users" and "wherein 
each security device transaction data can be processed in the 
server system in a stateless manner." Similarly, independent 
claim 39 includes the elements of "wherein each security device 
transaction data can be processed in the server system in a 
stateless manner." The Examiner cites the same sections of 
Devine as teaching this element of claim 39 as relied upon for 
teaching a stateless cryptographic module in claim 1. 

The Examiner admits that Whitehouse does not teach these 
elements of the claim. Rather, the Examiner relies on Devine 
for teaching these elements. The Applicant has reviewed the 
cited sections of Devine but has been unable to discern any part 
therein that teaches or suggests these elements of the claims. 
Rather, the cited sections of Devine disclose that the Internet 
and HTTPS are stateless. See the Abstract and paragraph 140 of 
Devine. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish that Devine 
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teaches or suggests a "stateless cryptographic module" or 
"wherein each security device transaction data can be processed 
in the server system in a stateless manner." 

Further, claim 39 includes the elements of a "scalable 
cryptographic module." The Examiner has failed to even allege 
that either of the cited references teach or suggest this 
element of claim 39. Thus, Applicants believe the Examiner has 
made a clear error and request that the obviousness rejection of 
claims 1-72 be reviewed. 

II. Improper Combination of References 

To combine the disclosure of two references the Patent 
Office must establish that the references suggest the 
desirability of the claimed invention. See MPEP § 2143.01. The 
Examiner in Paper number 8, argues that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to modify Whitehouse "to 
include Devine et al ' s a stateless (sic) cryptographic module 
for authenticating the one or more users because this would have 
enhance (sic) the security of the system." As discussed above, 
Devine does not teach or suggest a stateless cryptographic 
module. Rather, Devine discloses the use of a stateless 
communication link in the form of the Internet or the use of the 
HTTPS protocol . The Examiner does not set forth any explanation 
of how the use of a stateless communication protocol enhances 
the security of the system of Whitehouse . Whitehouse discloses 
a system that is already designed to be secure and "securely 
transmits the generated digital postage indicium to the 
requesting end user." See Abstract of Whitehouse . Thus, one of 
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ordinary skill in the art would not think to combine the 
communication protocol of Devine with the system of Whitehouse 
as it provides no advantage to that system. Therefore, the 
Examiner has failed to establish any motivation to combine 
Devine with Whitehouse . Accordingly, Applicants believe the 
Examiner has made a clear error and request that the obviousness 
rejection of claims 1-72 be reviewed. 
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